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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be

received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@mawIénd.gov.
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October 24, 2013

Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a poultry grower who lives in Caroline County and I am extremely concerned about the Maryland
Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool,

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research, The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to

" be lost.on Governor O’Malley, the- Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

: Allowing an extended and orderly phase-m of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
- Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus fo the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
‘decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide valid
results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of My CONnCerns about the near-lmmedlaie xmplementanon of thlS regulauon First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
fmancial hardships on farm fannhes Wwhen no meanmgful economic unpact analys1s has been done?

Clucken Farms

¢ Denied the abilify to use manure, a locally produced organic feruhzer on thelr OWD Crops, sorne chlcken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own, That wﬂl

_have a negative economic irapact on the chicken growers.

o Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

e Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the Houses and trérisport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

¢ Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.



If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a dlsposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will belp a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. X yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronulirients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential vields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improverments in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
barm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment,

Respectfully yours; |

é‘ -;:orge Stutz‘mané
, Denton, MD RE CElVE D
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October 23; 2013 0CT 28 208

Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY |

50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

I am a poultry company employee who has worked in Somerset, Dorchester, Wicomico and Worchester
counties for more than thirty years. I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s
proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

The proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural community, is based
on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the
state is still moving forward. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural
community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan
goals, then perhaps enhanced efforis would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal.
That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Govemor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of
Agriculture, and the EPA.

For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not to worry about applications of
phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently, that thinking
changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus levels in
soils and waters were achieved over decades dand will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation
changes manure application procedures in 2015. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to
adjust and make required changes.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-
in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alterpative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

Keith Moore
Princess Anne, MD

SN

- Moeoore
10789 Stewart Neck Rd -
.. Princess Anne, MD 21853




” October 19,2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management ngram
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy.
" Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I 'am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nufrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly -
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The

. additional costs associated with replacing litter as a putrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry fatmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poaltry litter on the scale required o satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA 'thmugh cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment end manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investroents
wherever the ultimate fate of the IABUIE fSSOUrCe Proves to be.

1 urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that wiil be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

)

Printed Name 342727~ KL T2 .
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'\0 : October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

[ am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool {PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the s¢ale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, perlod‘

Delmarva farmers -angi MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils. '

Siricerely,

Signature
Printed Name M 30, - RECEIVED

Street Address 256 0CT 252013
MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agricuiture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy '

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nuirient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization wilt
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delajr the implementation of the new PMT to enable thdrough testing of the science

behind the too}, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

Signature OZ_/ Cﬁ,/é/ /2% 10/2 /13
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October 19,2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy '

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nuirient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
1ail on their shoulders, While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva falmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The

- PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

T urge you to delay the lmplementatlon of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on- most soils.

Sincerely,

Signature . o/ M C@‘%‘)
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agricuiture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Ah:ernatwelv, comments can be emailed to: £arl. Hance@maryiand gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture, Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be ematled to Earl Hahce@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture, Comments shouid be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emafled to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space beiow to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be

received before November 18th. Alternatively, cormments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments shoutd be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emalled to: Earl.Hance@maryltand.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regWations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Aiternatively, comments can be emailed to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov. C 28 20?
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th, Alternatively, comments can he emailed to: Earl. Hance@maryland.gov.
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dear Dr. Mercer:

© Tam exuemely concemed about the Maryland Depamnent of Agncul‘ane s pmposed regulauon related
o the Phosphorus Management Tool

Myﬁmfeaustbaxthepmposedregulauon,wmchmllhavehugeunpactsonthestaxesagnculmral
:omimunity, is bastd on incomplete researdh. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
worklsnotdone,yetthestatelsmovmgfmwarda;bmakneckspeedforwhatappeetswbcpohumlmsom
{aﬂwrtbanbemgfocusedonhowtusq:portandxmpmvetheayculnnalcommumty,thedepamnentseems
nore concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implemenitation Plan goals, theri perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we ate at 130% of the goal. That’s an
weomplishment that seems to be lost on Goveinor O’Malley, thc Matyland Department of Agwultm'e and the
SPA.

_ Aﬂomgmextendedandordm:ly phase-m of thie mplememahondateof the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory commumity told farmers not
0 worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Rewnﬂy,tbmmmhngchmgedmdfmmmbeganapplymgmmwbasedmmPhosphm
sontent. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
toallowforanorderlyphase—mwﬂlnotcm:seanyharmtoourenvuonmcnt. An orderly phase-in will aliow the
mcukmﬂmmmmﬂytoadjustandmakereqmredchang&s. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
hmeconsummgltwasforMarylandCAFOfarmersmobtmnaComprehensweNumthanagememPlanand
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants'can do -
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphoriis Managemerit Tool comparisons in 2014-to-provide -
vahdresultsdownotseemfeasible _

Here are some of my concerns about the near—mmedlate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
ﬁnmclﬂhmdshpson&;mﬁmhgswhmmmmmgﬁﬂwmcmpwtmdymhasbmdone?

Chicken Farms
. Demedtheablhtytousemanme,alocallypmducedorgamcferuhzer on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fe:t:hzertoreplacechmkenmmmetheya]readyown. ‘That will
: have a;negative economic impact on the chicken growers.
e Cmckmgmwmswhohmcbeensdhngthmrmmmcmmhcrﬁmmmaymbngmhavecustomm
- thusaloss of income.
. Cmckmgrowmwhohavehadﬂwuchmhenmpmedwnhmmmmovedﬁummeﬁrm
- without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleanmg/transporhng company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it wﬂl be the chicken growers’ r@spons:bﬂxty to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers. : '

If the vatue of manure is lost, then aiternative use companies might start" chatgmg a fee to accept
manure, much [ike a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a d15posai fee mstead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers wﬂl have to buy commerclai femhzer to

“replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or Tent commercial

fertilizer apphcanon equipment, il thus raising their costs of doing business..  _ _
“Crop farmers wantmg 1o hire a fertilizer apphcator :mght find that there are not enough apphcators or

equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased’
demand in services will allow these apphcators to raise their fees, ftius higher costs for crop farmers.

~ While commerclal fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal

manure  will help grow a larger crop. If yields are. lessened due to the loss of orgamc material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

'Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most hke]y have 1o alter their busmess plaus in ways that

weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring rew
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losmg poultry litter’s

~ organic matenal that helps bmld up the soil’s moisture retaining capablhtms

' Oncethlsregulatxonlsmeffect,asLtappears1tw111bea:ndconuarytothcmshesofmanymthe '

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, mdmduals like me; and |
the entire state of Maryland without. nouceable impfovements in ‘water quallty :

Please slow this, dowi. Allow the scientific research o be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quatity Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase—m period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost eﬁ'ecuve replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic femhzer tremendous

" harm Will come totise; state of Mrylaod withoutin
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Dear Dr. Mercer:; .

[ am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on mcomplete research, The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their -
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA,

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to-worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to. pI'OVlde
vahd results does not seem feasible. _

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. Firstand
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

® Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produccd organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

e Chickén growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm

. without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buy‘ing manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their CTOpS, Crop fa:mers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applxcators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and thén allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost orgamc fertilizer, tremendous
* harm will come to the state-of Maryland-without-improviag the environment.- - - :

Respectfully yours,

L
DU
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Tam extremely concerned about the Maryland Department ongncultme s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool- -

Myﬁrstfeansthatﬂlepmposedregulmon,whxchmllhavehugermpactsonthestate s agricultural
cofrimunity, is baséd on incompleté research. Thé University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yaﬂxstatesmomgforwmdatbmkneckspeedfotwhatappwswbemhtcdrmsom
~ Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomphshmentthatsecmstobcloston(}ovanor O’Malley,theMmylandDepamnent of Agriculture, and the
EPA. :

: Allowmg an extended and ordcrly phase-m of the :mplementauon date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm:." For decades, the scientific and regulatory cormunity told farmersnot
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not .
move. Recently, fhat thinking changed aud farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus kvelsmsoﬂsandwate:swereachevedoverdemdesandwﬂlmtbemuecwdfor
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was forMmyland CAFO farmerstoobtamaCompretmmveNMentManagementPlan and
to think the conservation districts, the, University ofMarylangxteumon, and/orpnvateconsultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014-to-provide -
valid results does not seem fwsible

Here are some of my concernis about the near-immédiate implementation of this regulation. ' First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial bardships on farm families when no meaningful economzclmpactanalysmhasbeendone‘?

Chicken Farms \ ‘

‘o Demedtheabﬂltytousemanme,alocaﬂypmducedorgamcfertﬂxzer on their own crops, some chicken
* farmers will bave to buy commercial fert:]mertoreplacechmkenmanuretheyalmdyown. ‘Ihatwﬂl
have g negitive econoric impact on the chicken growers. - -

. Chwkengrowemwhohavebeensellmgthc:rmanmtoothcrfamersmaynolongerhavecustomers,

‘ thus a loss of income.

o Chicken' growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure 10 make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/iransporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ respons:billtyto
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers. :
Ifﬂ:evalueofmanmlsIost,thenaltemauvcusecompamwmxghtstartchargmgafeetompt o
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. I any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the honzon, they might charge adJsposal feemstead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers wﬂl have to buy commerclal fertilizer to
-replace chicken manure that they have been using.© .

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial femhzets may have to buy or rent commerclal
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

1-Crop farmers wanting to.hire.a fertilizer applicator might-find:that there-are-not enough applicators of

eqmpment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased -
" demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers, -
~While commetcial ferhhzermllhclp a ¢rop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
" manure will help grow a largér crop. If}nelds are lmsened due to the loss of orgamc matenal and

- micronuirients, then farmer income will dmnmsh

* Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will ; most likety have to-alter the:r business plans in ways that
weaker: their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or miarkets — regiiring new |
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as aresdtoflosmgpouluyl:ner s
orgamc: matenal that helps 'buﬂd up the soxl’s moxsmre refmnmg c@ablhues o

" Oncé this’ regulauoms in eﬁ:'ect, as ltappears it will be and contrary to the wishes ofmany in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effécts to the farming community, individuals hke me, and

the entlre state of Maryland vﬂthout noucmble mptovements in waber quality.

. Plcase, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-
in much as the game-changing Water Quality iinprovement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without -

alternative uses of manure and cost efféctive replacements for this soon-to-be lost orgamc fertilizer, tremendous
‘.._.barmwﬂlcometothcswteome'yland: i N

withot, ;}rszqvmg the savironment. ..

S imm, e 2

Respectﬁllly yours,

Chris W/\M’f/@'j
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Dear Dr, Mercer:

: [am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agnculture s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on mcomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Ear] Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O°’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will canse no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
io worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community fo adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or pnvate consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immedlate mplemematlon of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms
¢ Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on-the chicken growers.
e Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to othier farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.
. e Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with. manure removed from the farm
~ without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers. ‘

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a dasposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer dpplications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D B e 2P .
MarylandDepmtnwutongncdune o e . .BCT 292013
50 Harry 8. Truman Parkway . - ‘ o : . .
Anngpo Mal‘!' ' ' MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
: fis, land21401 ' NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
ANNAPOLIS
Dw Dr. Mercer:

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agnculture s proposed regulanon related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool '

Myﬁrstfwzsthattheproposedreguhuon,whtchmnhavehugelmpactsonﬂlestatesagncultural

" community, is baséd on incompleté research. 'l‘thmvezsnyofMatylandmearéhexshavestatedthatthmr

. work i3 not done; yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
'Rather than being focused on how to suppost and improve the agricultural community, the department scemns

more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environméntal Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland

was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts

would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an

aceamphshmentthatseernstobelostonGovemorO’Malley,theMarglandDeparmwntongnculm and the
EPA. " -

Allowmganexmndedmdmderlyphas&mofmemphmmtamndateofthePhosphmoustagemt
Tool will caiise no’en ital hiarm. For decades, the scientific and fegulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recenitly, that thinking changed and farmers began applying maniires based upon their phosphorus
content.’ Thephosphomslevelsmsoﬂsmﬁwaterswereachlevedoverdecad&sandwﬂlnotbecorrectedfor
decades, even if this riew regulation changes manure applicafion procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
toa!lowforanorderlyphase—mwzllnotmuseanyhmmtoomenmonment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and maké required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
umeconsummgztmsforMaw!andCAFOfarmerstoobmnaComprehenmthmthanagementPlanand
wmmmmdmmmUmvmomemmmwwmvmchmdo

enough side-by-sidé Phosphorus Site. Indelehosphoms Management 'I‘ool oomp:msons m 2014to-prov1de
valid results does not seem ﬁasibie

- Herearesomeofmyconcems aboutﬂlenea:-nmnedlatelmplemenm!mnofthlmegtﬂahon. First and -
foremost, howcantheDepammtofA@culun'eevent‘ﬂmkaboﬁproposmgaregtﬂanonthatcouldcausesuch
ﬁmmalhmdshpsmfarmfamﬂmwhenmmemmgﬁﬂmmc%mﬂymshasbeendone?

Chicken Farms

e Denied the abthtytomemanme,alocaﬂy produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some ch:cken
farmersml!havembuycommerctalfertﬂmertoreplacechlckenmamthcy alreadyown. Thatwﬂl
have 2 hegative econoimic apact on the chieken growers.~

. Cmckengrowmwhohawbemsemngmmrmmwemotbafammmaymbngerhwecusmm
thus a loss of income.

. Chckmgrowmwhohavahadmmcmmmmsclmedmmmmmvedﬁommefam
wrthoutchargemaynowhavetopaysomebodytoclmﬂ:chousesandu-ansportthcmanmesmcethe



. cleaningftransporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
. cleaning/transporting..
o Evenifthe MDA establishes the state storage stes, it will be the cmcken growers’ responmbﬂlty to
- transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.
@ If the value of manure is:lost, then alternative use mmpmes mlghtstartchargmgafeeto accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for d1sposa1 If any alternative use companies start operating, and
- nothing of any magnitiide appears to be on the honz.on, they rmght charge a disposal fee mstead of
' buymg manure or accepting it for free. -

Crop Fanners '
- o - Denied the ability to use manure on their <rops, ¢rop farmers wﬂl have to buy commerclal fertilizer to
- replace chicken manure that they have been using. - B
= Crop farmers who have used manure and ot commercial fertnhz.ers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application eqmpment, thus raising their costs of doing business. -
" Crop farmets wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
~ equiprnent in the short fertilizer application period to-allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
" demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus lugher costs for crop farmers.
" e “"While commercial femhzer will help 2 crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material io anitiial
' manure will help grow a larger crop: If yields are lessened due to the loss of orgamc material and
- micromutrients, then farmer income will diminish. -~
~'s." Ctop farmers and chicken farmers al1kewﬂlmosthkely havetoalterthelr busmeesplansmwaysthal
"~ ‘weaken their ability to withstand adverse § growing conditions and/or markets — - requiring new
 expendifures/capital pm'chases while at the sarhe timie artificially reducmg their potential yields.
e Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing pouliry lmer s
. orgamc maienal tha1 helps bulld up the soﬂ’s mmsl:uxe reta.lmng eapablhtles

Once thls regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming commumty, mdmduals hke me, and
the entire state of Maryland mﬂ:tout notlceable mprovements m water quality. Do .

Please, slow this down. Aﬂow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase—
in much as the game-changmg Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-m period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost orgamc fertlhzer tremendous
- ‘.harm wﬂl come o the state of Marylanql thh ut‘ mgggymg the environment, .

PN ,a-r e Mot

Ta e W. Kiape
33001 YervyhawkinRd
Priess Aire AD2553
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lo A. Mercer, Ed.D. RECEIVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program 0CT 29 2013 .
Maryiand Department of Agricuiture

‘ ‘ ‘ - E

l PARTMENT OF AGRICULTUR
.50 Harrv_S. Truman Parkway ) _ , m& DR?ENT n :\ r\‘ T OF AR
e ‘ : ANNAPOLIS

Dear Dr, Mercer:

| am a chicken grower who lives in Willards, MD and | am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department
of Agrlcuiture s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge |mpacts on the state’s agricultural

. community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their work is not

done, yet the state is moving forward at bréakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons. Rather than being
focused on how to support and improve the agricuitural cdmmunity, the department seems more concerned with
appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Mérvland was lagging in achieving
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as
Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be
lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their work is not
done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons. Rather than being
focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems more concerned with
appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts would be needed, but as you
have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the
Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderiy phase-in of the imple?nentation date of the Phosphorous Management Tool '
will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not to worry
about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not move. Recently,
that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus content. The phosphorus
levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation
changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years to allow for an orderly phase-in wili not
cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural community to adjust and make
required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFQ farmers to-
obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland
Extension, and/or private consultants can do enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool
comparisons in 2014 to provide valid results does not seem feasible. -

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation, First and foremost,
how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such financia)
hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?



“Chicken Farms

. Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic feriilizer, on their own crops, some chicken farmers
will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chlcken manure they already own That will have 2 negative economic
impact on the chicken growers.

. Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers, thus a
loss of income. '

. Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm without
charge may.now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting
company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of cleaning/transporting.

. Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibiiity to transport the
manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers,

. If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept manure, much
like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude
appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the agricultural
community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and the entire state of
Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-in much
as the garﬁe—changing Water Quality improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without alternative uses of
manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous harm wili come to the
state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,
Sarfraz Ahmad

Willards, MD

SARFRAZ AHMAD
354 1% RAYNEZ RD
WLLLARDS MD 1%7“'
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October 19,2013

Jo A, Mercer, EA.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry 8 Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist, Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT ate not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments

in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools fo minimize the environmental

effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be,

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the too}, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

| RECT; Q‘J ED
Sincerely, L : ' -0CT & 9 2813

MDDEPARTME\; UT' “\\_:RICULTURE

AT\T\\;OL]S
Signature /W/g&%“/?%
Printed Name /E'Jw_,g s _i_éf/ﬂfwﬁy S '

Street Address 2 3 7& 4 7"&4‘ .
City, State, Zip Mfe'a-j;/ﬂ ot g S M 2/ 37>




Jo A. Mercer, EAD.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agncultme

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mis. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
. utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burdenfalmoperanons in my area by limniting and/or eliminating the option of pouliry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nuirient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of mapure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements ynder the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost shere programs have made considerable investments
- in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the envirommental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits o soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
whexeverthe'ulﬁmatefate of the manure resource proves to be.

1urge you to delay the implementzation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for fermers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,
Signature
Printed Name JQ Al A d(/&’/c//\

City, State, Zip NP 2l FAFT oOCTRY

MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
NUTRIENT MANAGEME “07 PROGRAM
ANNAFOLLS




October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, E4.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

1 am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will -
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist, Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period! .

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effectlve replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed Jon most soils.

?i@z M e Z@/ L

Slgnature

| Printed Namezg@ I&W ZZ/?’//J’/g %WZMW
Street Address @’/ W M M

City, State, Zip_ m RO 2EZ QEC%\Q:;D
ooet

TMENT OF AGRICULT IR

i DERA ART T PROG A A
T AN/ AGEMEN
NUTRIENT M APOLIS
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7 | | ~ October 19,2013
Jo A. Mercer, E4.D. -

- Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs Mercer

1 am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly

~ burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient-source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders, While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satlsfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to. delay the 1mplementat10n of the new PMT to enable thorOugh testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

Signature
ited JOR W FuR s - |
Printed I\.Iame AJ RECEIVZ n
Street Address &/ 00 [ WMT MNzAM ¢ : 0CT 29 20°
T oM
City, State, Zip____ S A4S QL "L\/— wmb zigoF NUTRIE MANAGaL IR CUL TURE

ANNAPOL!S . HIRAM
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(/ , October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, EA.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agnculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21441

Deé: Mrs, Mercer,

I am Wntmg to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nuirient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commereial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not

exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and mapure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and requite similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

Turge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

lSignature C)»k& HMJ&’——-"'

Printed Name_C tarigs N Hi<maw

Street Address S 24 2 GOVC (4, |

City, State, Zip_ PagSo ws ByRG Mo Q849 RECEIVED
| ~0CT 29 2013

MD DEPARTMENT UF AGRICULTURE
NUTRIENT 5135 ¢ JEMENT PROGRAM
ANNAPQLIS
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37 - October 19, 2013
'%A Mercer, E4.D. n | o

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program

Maryliand Department of Agnculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy
Ammnapolis, MD 21401

. Deaers Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans

. wtilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my avea by limiting and/or eliminating the option of pouliry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an -
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing liiter as a nutrient source will piace an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders, While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exporiation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale reqmred to satlsfy the reqmrements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable invesiments
- in storage, spreading equipment and manvre management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The

PMT will render these investinents useless and require similar and redimdant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the TANITE TESOUICE Proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be ouilawed on most soils.

Sincerely, : : _

%@ Q- Celdeleat_

Printed Name_ izl 25 (000l |
Street Address F2d~ b0 Sorlss Lleowned £FX
City, State, Zip 4419-60/75 by .agl PN 2] 75

RECEIVED
0CT 29 2013
MD DEPARTM ENT OF. -AGRICULTURE

NUTRIENT ‘\/f—’i NAGEMENT PROGRAM
WWINARDLIS
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Paul Tuining sceciates, Inc.

10727 Twining Lane = Princess Anne, Maryland 21853-9536 .

- Secretary Earl D. Hance October 25, 2013
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway '
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

| live on Maryland’s Eastern Shore and provide nutrition and production management
consuiting services to broiler companies that grow birds on the Eastern Shore of Maryland. As
a scientist | am deeply concerned that the Maryland Department of Agriculture wouid rush to
implement changes to the Phosphorus Site Index while there is still ongoing research and
numerous questions concerning the data that has been released to date. it is doubly
conceming that Maryland, as a member of :a mulii-state consortium that is developing a
uniform phesphorus.plan for the entire region with watersheds entering the Chesapeake Bay,
has now elected to act on its own prior to any agreed upon recommendations from the multi-
state orgamzatlon

It appears that these proposed phosphorus regulations are dnven by politicai science at
the highest level of the Maryland government and not by data driven science. | strongly
recommend that any changes in the soil phosphorus regulations are delayed until these can be
coordinated and merged with the data and proposals from the multi-state group. All the
unintended consequences of these regulations should be reviewed and addressed prior to
their implementation.

Thank you for your review and consideration of these issues.
Respectfully yours,

/M”/W/ L CENED

Paul Twining, Jr. Ph.D, PAS, Dipl ACAN

Paul Twining Associates, Inc.- AeT 30 20\3

10727 Twining Lane . - Ut

Princess Anne, MD 21853 . - “t"*‘R'Y
Phone:(410) 749-2524 . Ef“: b ‘CE d;_,\z.m
Fax: (410)651-1833 . -~ - . L 'ch St

E-mail: phﬂining@intercom'-:he.t :



i“ \ _ Insert date /O -RYy-13

Sec¥étary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Departiment of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Parkway
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance: .
I am a (a crop farmer, a chicken grower, something else} who lives in (?7? County) and I am extremely

concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus
Management Tool.

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
comumunity, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to
be lost on Governor 0’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowmg an.extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous:Management.
Tool will cause no envrronmental harm .For.decades, the scientific and regulatory community told-farmers not
to worry “about. apphcatlons of, thSphorus to the.soil becauseunless the. soil moved; ithe.phosphiorus would not
move. Recently, that thmkrng changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters. were achieved over decades:and will niot be-corrected for
decades, even if this niew regulatron.phanges manure. apphcatron procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase;m will not cause any. harm to. our.environment,, An-orderly phase-in will allow the
agncultural cormmlmty to adjust, and rnake requrred changes Addmonally, -wesaw.firsthand how difficult and:
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool compansoas in2014 to provrde
. valid results does ot seern feasrble . o : : .

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate impiementation of this regulation. First and
foremost; how can the : Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
ﬁnanclal hardshrps on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysrs has been done?-

N Chrcken Farms
= Denied ihe ability to use manure, a Jocal ly produced organic fertili izer, on therr own cr-ps, some chicken
' farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already OWIL That wrlI
o ’1ave a negative econom.tc impact on the chrcken growers.: R : g
el Chrcken growers who have been sell1ng therr manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
... . thus alossiof i income, - .. : SRS
e ‘__Chlcken growers, who have had therr cmcken houses cIeaned wrth mmanure- removed from the farm o
"~ without charge may now have to pay- somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the -
" cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profitand cover the costs of

cleaning/transporting.



Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they nght charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their Crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercia!l fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish. :

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to a]ter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

~ Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s

organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality. '

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be-lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment,

Respectfully yours, .
N hY
ot Nt e (oyes oS

Insert town Py S.Ho?\,' il , tae oD

TOM MGYUEN
12425 TINGLE LN
BISHOPVILLE MD 218131681
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Estimated Litter Removal Costs
October 2013

Many growers trade litter {includes sawdust and fecal material) for the service of crusting-out, windrowing, and
cleaning-out their chicken houses. The service provider then sells the litter to farmers to cover his costs or uses it on
farms as fertilizer. When/if the new rules go into effect, some service providers may no longer provide clean-out
services or will start charging growers for the cost of their services. Td help growers understand the cost associated with
this change in business structure created by the proposed new regulation, the cost of clean-out and crust-out was
evaluated from twenty farms to determine the average cost to growers,

The average cost of clean-out was $3.67 per ton, while the average cost of crust-out was $7.03 per ton. These costs do
not inctude the cost of loading the litter into trucks for transport or the cost of transporting the litter. The cost to load
iitter for transport was approximately $8.96 per ton. Transportation costs include a base rate (Tablel) along with a fuel
surcharge that varies depending on the cost of fuel at the time the litter was transported.

While clean-outs generally are not done hut every few years, depending upon the chicken company’s schedule, crust-
outs are preformed after most flocks are moved, and therefore are preformed multiple times a year depending on the
size of bird grown. Because of the multitude of differences in the size of houses, the costs are reported on a per ton
basis. To estimate the cost a grower would incur, growers need to have an estimate of the amount of litter produced on
their farm. This amount can be found in their Nutrient Management Plan, or it can be estimated by determining the
volume of fitter and then muitiplying by 35 Ibs per ft® to determine its approximate weight.

Actual cost per ton will vary on every farm because the amount of litter or crust produced is affected by: length of grow-
out, breed of bird, management of ventilation, waterers, feeds, clean-out schedule as well as the type of equipment
used to remove cake. Asthe costis based on a per ton basis, farms that remove a lot of litter will have a lower per ton
cost, but can incur a higher overall cost.

Table 1

25-29 $6.00

*Average 24 tons per load, fuel surcharge not included

**Set fee for that distance
Jon Moyle ' ' Bill Brown
University of Maryland Extension Poultry Specialist University of Delaware Poultry Extension Agent

410-742-1178 . ' 302-236-1887
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Somerset Soil Conservation District
Howard Anderson Agricultural Building
30730 Park Drive - Princess Anne MD. 21853
Phone (410) 651-1575

Secretary Buddy Hance October 28, 2013
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Secretary Hance,

1 am writing you this letter in reference to the comment period about the new Phosphorous Management
Tool (PMT) regulation. I would like to make a coniment about the water quality of the Pocomoke &
Tangier Sounds. These two water bodies encompass approximately 100% of the poulty farm water runoff
of the Bastern Shores lower three counties. The Somerset Soil Conservation District has a board member
that is a waterman and poultry farmer from Crisfield. He stated to the board during last Thursday nights
board meeting that the water quality is in its best condition that he has seen in his lifetime. Nowhere in
the state does water quality count any more than the seafood capital of the world “Crisfield Maryland”.

The water quality and oyster population in these two bodies of water has never been better in recent
memory, Boitom fishing is the best it’s been in twenty five years. With this being said, all the residents of
the lower Eastern Shore hear and read is how the poultry industry is destroying the water quality of the |
Chesapeake Bay. Now it appears that the Maryland Dept. of Agricuiture is pushing as hard as it can to
make “The Phosphorous Management Tool” apply to all farms with fertility Index Value of 150 or more
meaning no animal waste will be applied to farms that already have excessive nutrients in their soil. The
150 pumber is already in question. Is this a Water keeper’s number? Maryland Extension number? It
seems Frank Cole and Josh McGrath think 350 would have been a more realistic number that everyone
could live with.

Thie public meetings that you and Royden have recently held throughout the state have shown that 100%

- of Maryland farmers are opposed to this tool and the new Phosphorus Index Law as presented. Maryland
Farmers want the BMPs that are already regulating the use of manure application with nutrient
management, given a chance to work. It appears that if this law is shoved through the comment period
and is not given a chance for good science to lower the index number, that Maryland politics have

prevailed and have placed yet another nail in the coffin lid of Maryland farmers.
’liltzgerald

RECEIVED
Smcerely, Robert

Chairman, Someiset SCD

ATy '
Wi ;’:;Afzf : Board of Supervisors
" Robert Fitzgerald William Cottman Rantz Purcell Frederick Nelson Steve Cullen

Chairmman - Vice-Chairman Member Member Treasurer
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Secretary Earl D. Hance : '
“Maryland Department of Agrlculture I f‘-‘:“_r"'--‘:‘,.‘?'-';:‘}j.ff‘{
LA e

50 Harry S Truman Parkway e L
Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hence:

| am a grain farmer and chicken grower who lives in Queen Anne County. | am concerned about
the Maryland Department of Agriculiure’s proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management
Tool.

This regulation is going to have a huge impact on the state’s agricultural community. | believe
this regulation has been based on incomplete research. The researchers at the University of Maryland
have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at full speed for what appears to
be a political reason. Instead of focusing on how to support and improve the agricultural community,
the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the
farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed implementation Plan .
goals, then enhanced efforts may be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That is
an accomplishment that seems to be ignored by Governor O’ Malley, the Maryland Department of
Agriculture, and the EPA. '

it would cause no environmental harm to allow an extended and orderly phase-in of the
implementation date of the Phosphorous Management Tool. For decades, the scientific and reguiatory
community toid farmers not to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the
soil moved, the phosphorus would not move, The phosphorus levels in the soil and in water were
achieved over decades and will not be corrected for decades, even if this new regulation changes
manure application procedures in 2015. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultura! cornmunity to
adiust and make required changes.

It concerns me that the Department of Agriculture could even think of proposing a regulation
that could cause such financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact
analysis has been done.

In our farming opefation alone we will be forced to by additional more expensive commercial
fertilizer, as will many other farmers, instead of being able to use this valuabte organic fertilizer, locally
produced by poultry farms including our own.

Once this regutation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, and the entire
state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly
phase-in. Without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this scon-to-be lost



organic fertilizer, tremendous harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the
environment,

Respectfully yours,

o Do

Ellen Denny _
Queenstown, MD.
eldenny@verizon.net

P
Cow

o
L

" ' .n. Enn’ &
.P.0.Box 63

Wye Mills, MD, 21679
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- DOUBLE TROUBLE FARMS .
' 5419 ELDORADO-SHARPTOWN ROAD |
' RHODESDALE, MD. 21659
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Secretary Earl D. Hance

Maryland Department of Agriculture e
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway ~rTARY
Annapolis, Maryland 21841 arprn T TR
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Dear Secretary Hance:

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture's proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool. 1 am concerned because ] am a
farmer and a chicken grower.

This proposed regulation is based on incomplete research, which will have a huge impact
on the state's agricultural community. The state is moving forward at a very high speed -
for what appears to be political reasons when the University of Maryland researchers
have stated that their work is not done. Why the hurry? The department seems more
concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, rather than being
focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community. Enhanced efforts
would be needed if the farming sector in Maryland was lagging in achieving Chesapeake
Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, but as you have statéd, we are 130% of the
goal. Governor O'Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA seem to
have lost that accomplishment. .

No environmental harm would be done by allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of
the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management Tool. For decades, the
regulatory and scientific community have told farmers not to worry about applications of
phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil was moved, the phosphorus would not
move. That thinking has changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their
phosphorus content. Phosphorus levels in soils and water were achieved over decades
and will not be correct for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
application procedures in 2015. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural
community to adjust and make required changes. Waiting a few more years to allow for
an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. I saw firsthand how
difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the
University of Maryland Extension, and the private consultants can do enough side-by- .
side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparison in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasibie. :

~



As a Chicken Grower, my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this
regulation is how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a
regulation that could cause such financial hardships on family farms when no meaningfui
economic, impact analysis have been done. This regulation as a chicken farm denies me

- the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on my own crops. | would
have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that I already own. ‘This will
have a negative economic impact on me a chxcken grower

Also I would have a loss of income because [ would not be able 10 sell my manure to
other farmers. Other Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with
manure removed from the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean
the houses and transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be
able to see the manure to make a profit and cover the cost of cleaning/transporting.

It will be the chicken growers' responsibility to transport the manure to the site even if the
MDA establishes the state storage sites which would create a cost for the chicken grower.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to
accept manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use
companies start operating, and riothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

As a crop farmer my concerns about the implementation of this regulation is that it will
deny me the ability to use manure on my crops. [ will have to buy commercial fertilizer
to replace chicken manure that I have been using. An added cost to the farmer.

" Another thing that would raise the cost of fanning I would have to buy or rent
commercial fertilizer application equipment. If I hired a fertilizer applicator, I might find
that there are not enough applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application
period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased demand in services will allow
these applicators to raise their fees, thus hlgher cost for the farmer again. -

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. This will cause yields to
lessened due to the loss of organic material and micronutrients which will decrease the

- farmers income.

Chicken Farmers and crop farmers will most likely have to alter their business plans in
ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions requiring new.
expenditures and capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their

potential yields.

As a farmer | can see increased effects of drought on my crops as a result of losing
poultry litter's organic material that helps build up the soil's m01su1re retaining

capabilities,



There will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeablé improvements in water quality once this
regulation is put into effect, as it appears will be and contrary to the wishes of many in -
the agricultural community. '

Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-in much as
the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period.
Tremendous.harm will come to the State of Maryland without improving the
environment, without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this
soon to be lost organic fertilizer. Please, slow this down!

Réspectfully yours,

%gj,q revan g
Robert A. Murphy

Double Trouble Farms
Dorchester County, Rhodesdale, Md.
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‘ Paul Miles Jr.

200 Vinegar Hill Lane ’ e
Centreville, Maryland 21617 . _ Qipheiaie
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Secretary Buddy Hance P AT BEY
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway ‘ ,wm'“ A

Annapolis, MD 21401
October 23, 2013

Dear Mr. Hance,

MDA should reconsider implementation of the New Phosphorous Management
Tool. This tool is unproven science that to say the least was funded by the
environmental groups to have this law put into effect.

At your meeting in Talbot County, Dr. Frank Coale could not answer questions
as to whether this regulation would work or would reduce the amounts of
Phosphorous in the Bay. In his own words he stated he “did not know”.

| 'am a Certified Crop Advisor and Maryland Nutrient Management License
holder. Your request to write plans for the next year using the old P Site Index
and also the New Phosphorous Management Tool is a royal pain. This takes time
and | am limited to the amount of time that | have to spend writing plans. Thisis
double work and will only add frustration to the plan writer.

Maryland needs to look at fixing the problems with the Bay Model first before
implementing more regulations. The model is overstating production of manure
by 46% and does not take into consideration changes that have occurred since
2004. if you correct the production amount alone the state will meet its goals for
2025,

Impact studies should be done first to show the amount of money that this
regulation will cost the farmer, grower, business, and the Maryland Tax Payer.

The old saying that __ it does not run up hill is being overlooked by MDA. The
cleanest part of the Bay is from the Bay Bridge south, and that is where 95% of



the poultry houses are located. If the State and MDA would have taken all the
money that has been wasted on pressuring Maryland Farmers to meet more
regulations and put in a filter system at the Conawingo Dam we would solve most
of the problems.

The dirtiest tributary in the Bay is the Magothoy River and there are zero acres
of farm land that flow to that river. You need to address the 9600 septic systems
that are causing that problem. Also all the releases of Waste Water Plants into
the Bay are major problems.

The regulations that were implemented for this fall on application of N to
wheat have cost our business 60 % of our fall business. Dr. Krativil had talked at
the Delaware Ag Week in 2012 and stated his findings that if there were 30 ppm
of N in the soil that none should have been applied, but if the results were less
than 30 ppm up to 30 Ibs. of N would be helpful in the fail. MDA took his results
and changed his recommendations to 10 ppm, this results in-less business for our
company.

Many farmers and producers made good points against the new regulation at
the meetings, and the MDA should not implement the new regulation.

Sincerel
Paul Miles Jr.
Certified Crop Advisor

Maryland Nutrient Management
Southern States Cooperative
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Secretary Earle Hance .
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S. Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, Md. 21401

October 24, 2013

Dear Secretary Hance:

| oppose adoption of your proposed Phosphorus Management Tool { P M T). During the public meeting
in Salisbury on October 8™ | questioned the scientific validity of your proposal to stop our use of poultry
manure as a valuable organic nutrient source for corn production. You were unabie to provide scientific

_ analysis of the quoted University of Maryland daté_l,._ 1 also presented detailed economic information for
my farming operation without using poultry manure. My calculations show that if | am denied the use
of manure on my 160 acres of corn, | will have to spend an additional 520,880 annually to buy
commercial fertilizer. You presented no economic analysis. :

| attended the October 15™ meeting in Easton. | thank Dr, Frank Coale from the University of Maryland
for his sincere, straight-forward answers to my'questions. it appears that this latest research involves
analysis for phosphorus content in one hundred-plus soil samples statewide, with no data on '
phosphorus migration, no data on phosphorus loss from farms and no data on phosphorus deposition
into the Chesapeake Bay!! We also heard from Dr. Coale that FIV 150 is a calculated theoretical number
to indicate the amount of phosphorus needed to produce a satisfactory corn yield and is the point at
which PMT restrictions begin. 1 understood from him that a FIV of 350 might not indicate any higher loss
of phosphorus from my farm. 1 think that you may be interpreting the results of this data in a non-valid
exercise of numbers. '

We are interested in results to come from current research at the University of Delaware (as reported in
The Delmarva Farmer- May 7, 2013) that promises much new information to show if phosphorus in the
Chesapeake Bay originates from manure or fertilizer, from wastewater, from geological processes or

. possibly from the ocean. This area of science you are apparently not considering,

Secretary Hance, please do not implement this new regulation that relies on questionable scientific
. evaluation with no economic impact study. ‘

A TN
4, DL atlloo
W. Simpson Bunahoo

25965 Porter Mill Rd
Hebron, Md. 21830

Cc: The Daily T,imes‘l
The Delmarva Farmer ‘
Delmarva Poultry Industry, Inc. Q0T 30 2013 .
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Oct 25,2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. Mr Hance : RECEI VED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program 0CT 39

Ma;:lyland Department of Agriculture MD DEPART 2013

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway : NUTRIENT }ME 'TOF AGRICUL T

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 A,:‘N GEMENT p OGR[‘;RM
' APOLI

Dear Dr. Mercer, Mr Hance

As you are aware, we in the agriculture community are not in favor of the proposed regulations related
to the Phosphorus Management tools.

It would be my understanding that much of what is behind this is more then merely our State but the
mandates from our Federal government, EPA etc. It is hard for us who farm to understand the array of
proposals that come from who knows where that seems to be ignorant of the realities that we face on
our farms, Sound scientific processes seem to be subject to political pressures and agenda's that have
little understanding of true soil sciences. It is well know that Phosphorus does not move in the soil to
the degree many suggest. Recently we took soil samples from CRP land that has been out of production
for 15 years and the Phosphorus levels were equal to where we have used organic poultry manures at
reasonable rates based on present Nutrient Management plans. They are in the high range of 300 on
those CRP Acres that have had no added nutrients for 15 years, Please observe copies of Agrolab soil
test. Yes we are high in Phosphorus but it is naturally so and always will be. Manures used in a
responsible manner do not majorly change soil phosphorus levels. Phosphorus indexes need to be in
the 350 plus range ‘before even cons1denng phosphorus tobea problem

We asa 1nd1v1dua1 famﬂy among many have a]ready been deeply aﬁ'ected by the past mandates Paper
work, reducing our use of organic poultry manures and paying more for non organic commercial
fertilizers. We see these new proposals as unworkable and unreasonable. It seems to me that this leaves
us in the agricultural community no choice but to say that we cannot cooperate and may need to join as
one saying kindly and say that we are finished. There may be no more cooperation at all with State and
Federal programs, This is not to say that we do not wish to cooperate. Many programs by Soil .
conservations districts, NRCS, Cooperative services have been of great benefit over the many years.
Even Crop insurance programs have been a benefit. Cover crop. These proposal are unworkable and
unreasonable.

It is obvious that we are living governmental days of powerful moves toward a centralized government
that wishes to control every aspect of the lives of its citizens. Whether it be education, health care,
agriculture etc. Does the State of Maryland wish to give in to that Giant and eventually face the demise
of this great nation that was built with an awareness of the one true God and upon the Bible. I appeal to
you Mr Hance and all under your care to carefully consider the implications of the attempts to force so
much upon us. Your own son picked up an auger from eztrail wagons that we picked up and brought to
our farm. It was a pleasure to serve you in that way. | suspect that you understand what I am sa}mg

Iama Father of 10 chﬂdren Se*ven haologlcal and three adopted We enJoy our way of life on the farm.
Please don't continue to suppress us. We have been blessed by many cooperative aspect of extension
services etc.- We don't feel we can cooperate with these new regulations. It will be 1mpossﬂ:)1e for us not
to be in violation with the letter 6% the law in some way or other

Sincerely,




James Kurtz

7614 Scotland Road
Snow Hill, Md 21863
443-235-8352
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Jo A. Mercer, E4.D. o RECEIVED

Administraior, Nutrient Management Program ' 0CT 3 e' 2013

Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTIRE
. ‘ _ ' NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PR

Annapohs,. Maryland 21401 . ANNAPOLIS

Dear Dr. Mercer:

[ am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Algt;iculnue’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphonis Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on 1 the state’s agncultuml

~-gommunity, is based on-incomplete research. ‘The-University of Maryland researchers have stated that their

work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nuirient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do

~ enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to previde
valid results does not seem feasible. _ R

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation, First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms o

» Denied the ablhty to use manure, a locally produced orgamc fertthzer on their OWn Crops, some ‘chicken
farmers will have to buy commerc:al fertilizer to replace chlcken manure they a]ready own That will

L _'have a negauve economlc unpact on the chlcken growers ,' B
o Chlcken SYOWETS who have been sellmg theu' manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
' thus 2 loss of income:

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed ﬁ‘om the farm

without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting,
Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ re5p0n51b111ty to

 transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manute is lost, then alternative use compames might start chargmg a fee to accept
manure, much like 2 landfill charges for disposal. Hf any a]tematwe use comparnies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitutle appears to be on'the horizon, they miight charge a dlsposa.l fee instead of
buying manure or acceptmg it for ﬁ'ee

.rop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commermal fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help growa larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter the1r business plans in'ways that-
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities. :

Once this regulanon is m effect; as it appears it will be and confrary to the mshes of many in the

gricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
he entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

n much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
Iternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, temendous
arm will come to the state of Maryland without i lmprovmg the envuonment.

Respectfully yours,

f%&maédfm
Poulliy Gt

3923 Whitesburg Rd
Pceomoke Cny MD 21851 3651




Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. _ - RECEIVED
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program . T . ‘
Maryland Department of Agriculture - 0CT 3¢ 2013
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway o :

i ' MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 | NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

AMNAPOLIS
Dear Dr. Mercer: .
1 am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related

to the Phosphorus Management Tool ‘ ‘

My first fear is that the proposed regulauon, whlch will have huge unpacts on the state’s agncultural -
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than bemg focused on how to support and improve the agriculfiiral community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmiental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’san
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the 1mp1ementat10n date of the Phosphorous Management

Tool will cause no environmental harm, For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additicnally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consurning it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do

_snough side-by-side Phosphorus- Site Index/Phosphorus- Managemenﬁ‘(roi compaﬁsoiis in 2074 to provide
valid results does not seein feasible.

Here are some of lhy concemns about the near-irmnediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

* Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some ¢ chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

¢ Chicken growers who have been selling theu- manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus-a loss of income,

» Chicken growers who have had their chlcken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



cleanmg/n-ansportmg company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of

cleaning/transporting. -
Even if the MDA establishes the state storac,e sﬁ&s it will be the chicken growers’ respomubﬂlty to

. transport the manure to the site; possibly creating a cost for-the chicken growers,

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal.. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the honzon, they mxght charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on thea.r crops, crop farmers wﬂl have to- bfuy commerclal femhzer to
replace chicken manure that they have been usitg. .- -
Crop farmers who have used manure and not coriimercial fertlhzers ‘may have to buy or rent commercial

. festilizer application equipraent, thas-raising-theircosts of dotng business. -

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased

* demand in setvices will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of orgamc matenal and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their busmess plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificiafly reducinig théir potential yields,

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing pouhry litter’s
organic material that hslps build up the soil’s momtm’e retaining capabilities. -

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in thf.:

agricultural community, there will be many negatlve effects to the farming community, individuals llke me, and
the entire state of Maryland vnthout noticeable unprovemcnts in water quahty

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completzd and then allow an orderly phase

in much as the game——cha.ngmg Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland thhout Imptovmg the envuomnent

- Respectfu.llyyoms, ‘




@

October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nuttient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture :
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy '

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

1 am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nuirient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not

~ exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period! :

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools 1o minimize the environmental
- effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundaut investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enableﬂxorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

sm@wg%%

Signature

Printed Name DAU‘I@ S#d&é[‘&'c_/ | S .
Street Address_ £ 73 ;/ PA%& U,@C/ ;@‘0 : RECEIVED

0CT 30 2013
City, State, Zip _ﬂ@&é@w 7 MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
ANNAPOLIS




October 19, 2013

Jo A, Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture '
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

1 am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
~ burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
 PMT are not feasible, period!- '

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

[ urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils. .

Siﬁcegcly,

o eliienrs w'LM\‘&@

Signature . e | | o | |
Printed Neme WL JAM Wi SNz RECEIV{-}ED
Street Address_ 1 ) E'?\\\**“’“ RD 0CT 39 2
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy '

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nuirient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders, While MDA, argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of pouliry litter on the scale required to satisfy the reqmrements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure managernent {ools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefifs to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure regource proves to be.

1 urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outtawed on most soils.

Sincerely, e S\\D&W\)}

Signature
Printed Nmeﬂm;_hxk% ! , RECEIVED
Street Address Ha AU AAY 0CT 39 2013
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

1 am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryiand nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litier as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers, In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period! ’ :

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

1 urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outtawed on most soils.

Sincerely,
FPticie K. Forder
Signature . .
Printed Name PATR( a1 L, PionéE. RECEIVED
Street Address {76 ¢ JESTERVICLL ) | 0CT 30 2013
City, State, Ziph) AxIT] s KE /1D G P40 UTRIET 1y ASRICULTURE

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
ANNAPOLIS
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' . October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimtize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

[ urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertlhzer that will be outlawed on most soils. -

Sincerely,
R LYW,
Signature '
Printed Name_ éz’g‘/’/ MAQVQ RJUSC(; 3EIVED
‘ ‘ 9 72013
o . N T 4 ,
Street Address - 9‘/ g H’% ves ’4"/ *Z MD DEPARTMENT oF AGRICULTURE

- NUTRIENT MaNAGEM
City, State, Zip___ SALZ7BVAY mp 22844 : ANwAPOLe | TROGRAM




- October 19, 2013

Jo A, Mercer, Ed.D.
- Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy '
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

- I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nuirient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter-as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing pouliry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfzir burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investinents useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

1 urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for aliernative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

Qsﬂ&ﬁﬁm

Printed Name g"!é@,olg% () !L ]gﬂgﬁe gg 5

Street Address_ ZA 0% Slhauny K. ~ RECEIVED

oS ﬁ) 0CT 36 2013
MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
~ ANNAPOLIS




October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D..

- Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Departroent of Agriculture
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy : :
Anpnapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litteras an

" organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing pouliry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nuirient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the cests of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required 1o satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA, through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

1 urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science -
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

Signature @a.j,/)’h m«Z UE Wuﬂ-ﬂ) '

Printed Name___ JCAY PV D NEIC WNELCH

Street Address éz— 3)7 NH?TPMN RD, RECEIVED
 City, State, zip, PARSONS BoRs MDD, 21849 0CT 39 2013

MD DEPARTMINT UF AGRICULTU
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture, Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emaited to: Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.

Dear Secretary Hance. /
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Please use the space below to send comments regardlhg the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can he emailed to: Earl. Hance@maryland.gov.
Dear Secretary Hance:

L Am uf\/gﬂ-ﬂl)u A—AQJT,_‘I%{- adverse egec.{

'7}1/—‘( Ve Vod s &Cufﬂﬁg et Ln:u-e-— Pt A—Qﬁrc‘_uf'f'uwc__-

i Sincerely,
Name: ?dnlﬁ-{C{ (\ [ A
' Address: _F 7 £/ &Y 1?4[
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Email:




Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture, Comments should be
received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments can be emalled to: Earl. Hance@maryland.gov.
Dear Secretary Hance:
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Please use the space below to send commaents regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be

received before November 18th. Alternatlvelv, comments can be emailed to; Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.

Dear Secretary Hance:
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Please use the space below to send comments regarding the PMT regulations to the Department of Agriculture. Comments should be

received before November 18th. Alternatively, comments ¢an be emailed to; Earl.Hance@maryland.gov.
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Dear Secretary Hance:
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October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mexcer, EA.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture '
50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

1 am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nuirient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers, In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poulry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require sirnilar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,
Signa.mre , '
Printed N Qﬂ'\\)&w R~ e TTUE
I ‘ame X —&:e.Ju.: > RECEWE‘D
Street Address 25,0 JEITELVI £LE 0cT 34 201
* City, Sate, Zip NAOT sk & /7D o?n_?ﬁ | MD DEPARTMENT OF AR

NT MANAGE
NUTRIET NNAPOLIS



October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, E4.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry 8 Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handie the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period! :

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil bealth and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

ANNAPOLIS

Sincerely, . : :
Signature ‘
Printed Name_Jr7e5 [ c/APE. RECEIVED
Street Address O /9" oAK Grove Ot ) 0CT 36 2013

: MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTUR
City, State, Zip 3; lde 02 S Y NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRATEI
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\/ October 19, 2013

Jo A, Mercer, EA.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program
Maryland Department of Agriculture

30 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

T am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, stow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Sincerely,

SN AR
Signature |

Prinfed Name f{\‘ M M WedA, RECEIVED

: ' | ocT 39 2013

Street Address 29915 Qudl Grove U RO
MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
NUTRIENT MaAaM AGEMENT PROGRAM

City, State, Zip_ D e \ow s SANY AN




October 19, 2013

Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D.

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program -
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Harry S Truman Pkwy

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial fertilizer range from approximately $100 to $350 per acre. The
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers, In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delmarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves fo be.

I urge you to. delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science

behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils. -

Sincerely,

Signature \j\/ QZ@‘* (%—xud/ . '

- RE

Printed Name_H. Adenw Leoptred ' : CEIVED _
Street Address

NOV -1 2013
MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NUTRIENT MANAGEMEN
. . T PROGRA
City, State, Zip__JIX=2 M § . ANNAPOLIS M

"Ms. Jean Leonard
! 1 22140 Waller Ra.
‘g\; Dahnar, MD 21875




October 19, 2013

Jo A, Mercer, Ed.D.
Administrator, Nutrient Management Program.
Maryland Department of Agriculture

50 Barry 8 Truman Pkwy
Annapolis, MD 21401

Dear Mrs. Mercer,

I am writing to oppose the upcoming requirement that all Maryland nutrient management plans
utilize the new, and untested, Phosphorus Management Tool (PMT). This tool will unfairly
burden farm operations in my area by limiting and/or eliminating the option of poultry litter as an
* organic, slow release fertilizer. The costs associated with replacing poultry litter with an
equivalent commercial feftilizer range from approximately-$100 to $350-per acre. The -
additional costs associated with replacing litter as a nutrient source will place an unfair burden
on Delmarva grain producers. In addition, poultry farmers will suffer as no viable option
currently exists to take the manure generated on their farms, thus the costs of reutilization will
fall on their shoulders. While MDA argues that the manure transport program will handle the
exportation of manure, the reality is the trucking resources and cost recovery processes do not
exist. Relocation of poultry litter on the scale required to satisfy the requirements under the
PMT are not feasible, period!

Delimarva farmers and MDA through cost share programs have made considerable investments
in storage, spreading equipment and manure management tools to minimize the environmental
effects of poultry litter while maximizing the benefits to soil health and crop production. The
PMT will render these investments useless and require similar and redundant investments
wherever the ultimate fate of the manure resource proves to be.

I urge you to delay the implementation of the new PMT to enable thorough testing of the science
behind the tool, give time for alternative uses to develop, and for farmers to find suitable and
cost effective replacements for organic fertilizer that will be outlawed on most soils.

Smcerely,

&J/@* 5. W

Signature | RECEIVED
Printed Name ﬁana’o /{7/\ b 8 loxom). NOV -1 2013

Street Address 3172 U\] nd fows We u . MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
City, State, Zip £ de,m mp 28 2,2--

ANMAPOLIS




ST. MARY’S COUNTY FARM BUREAU
STE. F, 26737 Radio Station Way

Leonardtown, MD 20650
301-475-0050
st. marys.mdfarriburean.com .
WORKING FOR SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE SINCE 1925
October 30, 2013
- [
pECElV D
Earl F. Hance, Secretary . any S
Maryland Department of Agriculture A "
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway | e g ST
Arinapolis, Maryland 21401 o et L

Re: January 25, 2013 Maryland Register Proposal on Phosphorus Site Index (PSI)
Dear Secretary Hance,

On behalf of the 800 members of the St. Mary’s County Farm Bureau, I am writing to urge MDA
to withdraw the proposed changes to the Phosphorus Site Index until such a time as the research
community can complete the peer review and make necessary changes to the tool. It is our
understanding that the peer review process is currently underway. It makes no sense to rush to
implement a new PSI standard that is likely to need re-drafting as soon as it is implemented.

This will cause confusion on farms and in the nutrient marketplace. We believe that adoption of
the new PSI will mean dramatic changes to the way fields are fertilized, particularly on the lower
shore and on the slopes of ceniral and western Maryland.

The Chesapeake Bay mode! does not recognize the phosphorus reductions that have already been
made. MDA cites the TMDL Watershed Implementation Plan (WIP) schedule as the primary
reason for immediate implementation. However, it should be noted that Maryland will not be
. credited with pollution reduction from the PMT until after the next version of the Bay Model is
released in 2017 or beyond. According to Maryland Farm Burean, until new “efficiencies™ are
established for this “enhanced mutrient management” technique, EPA will not recognize the
additional effort. -
We request that the implementation of the new PMT be delayed until 2017. This will give
researchers time to better ground-truth the Phosphorus Management Tool, it will coincide with
the schedule for the Bay Model update that will measure the phosphorus reductions achieved
through the use of the new tool, allow adjoining watershed states to catch up and adopt the tool
on the same timeframe, and allow state officials, farm and environmental groups to undertake a
public relations campaign to “un-demonize™ and educate the general public about the benefits of
stockpiling poultry litter and manure for use at the appropriate time for optimal crop growth.

-



Earl F. Hance, Secretary -
October 30, 2013

The agriculture sector in Maryland is meeting and exceeding our goal for the TMDL/WTIP
strategy. According to the Maryland Farm Bureau, the most recent two-year milestone shows
that Maryland agriculture is at 130% of our goal. Farmers are doing more than their fair share
and they are committed to continued improvement. Our historic adoption of Best Management
Practices and our continual effort to meet and exceed goals demonstrates our commitment.
Allowing the poultry and dairy sectors the time to adopt the changes required by the new PMT in
a manner that-will not disrupt the industry will not put our Bay restoration effort at risk. In fact,
preserving farm businesses and the Bay is good for all Marylanders.

Rushing ahead with a new regulation on the PSI before the science is perfected by the research
community is premature. MDA should delay implementation until 2017.

mcerely,

e

James K. Raley, Jr.
President
St. Mary’s County Farm Bureau

Cc: Jo A. Mercer, Ed. D
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JoA.Mercer,EdD . L _ .

Admirstrator, Nutrient Managcmcnt Program - RECEIVED

SOHan'ySTrumanParkway o e : : T

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 o ~ MDDEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
: o NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Dear Dr. Mercer: , ANNAPQLIS

I am cxu'emely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agnclﬂture s proposed regulauon related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My nrst 1ear 1s that the proposea regulation, which will have huge mpacts on the state’s agncultural
community, is based.on mcemplete research: The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moyving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be pohtlcal reasons,
Katner thai peing rocused on ow to Support and improve the agricultural communmty, the deparfment seets
more coricerned with appeasing ‘the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementat:on Plan goals then perhaps enhanced efforts
wouid be needed, but as Secretary ot Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. “I'hat’s an
accomphshment that seems to be fost on Govemor O’Ma.lley, the Maryland Department of Agnculture and the
EPA,

Auowmg an extended and’ ordcrly phase-m ot the lmplementauon daté ot the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harrii.’ For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move, Kecenny, that thinking changed and Iarmers began appiymg manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were a:c!ueved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes mariure apphcatlon procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow Tor an orderly phase-1n will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in wiil allow the
agncultural commumty to adjust and make required changes Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and,
time consuming it was for Maryland CAF' 0 fatrmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or pnvate consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to-provide -

~~valid results does not seem feasible. .

. Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate :mplementauon of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about propesing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farras

®  Denea the amuty 10 USE MAnure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their OwWn crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
‘have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

 LnicKen ZIOWers wno iave been selling their manure to other tarmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
WITNOWT charge may ROw have 10 pay somebody to clean the houses and {Tansport the manwre since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any atternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a dlSpOS&l fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ablhty 10 use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercxal fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

- Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or

equipment in the short fertilizer application period to'allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronuirients, then, farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken fariers alike will most hkely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new -
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields. -

-Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s

organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture rerammg capabilities.

Oncethlsregulanonlsmeﬁ‘ect,asxtappearsltmllbeandconnarytothewwhcsofmanymthe

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming coruumity, individuals like me, and . -
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

" Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research 0 be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quahty Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-m period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,



Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. RECEIVED

Administrator, Nutrient Management Program NOV -1 2013
Maryland Department of Agriculture MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

50 Harry S. Truman Parkway S
. NUTRI NAGEMEN
Ammapolis, Maryland 21401 A mi.wous T PROGRAM

Dear Dr. Mercer:

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agnculture s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers bave stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perbaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Earl Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFQ farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 7014 to provide

~ valid results does not seem feasible.

- Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agricuiture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms '

e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

» Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

¢ Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the



¢leaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaning/transporting,

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start chargmg a fee to accept

manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of '
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Top Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using,

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased -
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

- Crop fanmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that

weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.
Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

gricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and

1¢ entire state of Marylarid without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

1 much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
lternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous

arm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

A it
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Jo A. Mercer, Ed.D. -
Administrator, Nutrient Managément Program RECEIVED
Maryland Department Ongl'iCﬂm NOV - 1 2013
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway : :
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 ' MD DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
‘ : NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
ANNAPOLIS

Dear Dr. Mercer:

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’ s_agnculm::al
-comamunity, is based on mcompIete reséarch. “The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as Secretary of Agriculture Ear! Hance has stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an
accomplishment that seems to be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the
EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move, Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015, Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do

——enough side-hy-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phespherus Management-Tool-comparisons 2014 to provi

valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near—immediéte implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms _

e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers. |

s Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income. _

e Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport thé manure since the



cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of
cleaningftransporting.

Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manwre, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers w1ll have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers,
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. Hf yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business pIans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase- |

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-m period. Without

- - alternative uses of manure and-cost effective replacements for.this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous_

. harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

-

A (MR S
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Secretary Eart D. Hance
Md, Depart. Of Agricuiture
50 Harry 5. Truman Parkway

Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

Oct. 28,2013

| am a crop farmer and a chicken grower who lives in Caroline County and | am extremely
concerned about the MDA's proposed regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool,

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s
agricultural community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland
researchers have stated that their work is not done, yet the state is moving forward for what
appears to be political reasons. Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the
agricultural community, the department seems more concerned with appeasing the U.S, EPA.

You have heard all the reasons why not to put this in to effect right away. So I'm hoping you wil!
slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in.

Respectfully yours

B,

George Bowman

Gregnsborq, Md.
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Secretary Earl D. Hance NS . / 2 9‘9 . / d
Maryland Department of Agriculture ey M o
50 Harry S Truman Parkway LEh ',\nr-fif;’:;:‘«"rg-
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 - PR S
At
Dear Secretary Hance: i

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to
be lost on Governor O°’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

» Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy comnercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

o Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income. _

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of

cleaning/transporting.



e Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

» If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free. ;

Crop Farmers

* Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using. ‘ : )

e Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business. _

¢ Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.

o While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micromutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

* Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely bave to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

¢ Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-
in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment,

Respectfully yours,
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Annapolis, Maryland 21841

Dear Secretary Hance:

We are extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture's proposed
regulation related to the Phosphorus Management Tool, We are concerned because we
are a farmer and a chicken grower.

This proposed regulation is based on incomplete research, which will have a huge impact
on the state's agricultural community. The state is moving forward at a very high speed
for what appears to be political reasons when the University of Maryland researchers

have stated that their work is not done. Why the hurry? The department seems more
concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, rather than being
focased on how to support and improve the agricultural community. Enbanced efforts
would be needed if the farming sector in Maryiand was lagging in achieving Chesapeake -
Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, but as you have stated, we are 130% of the
goal. Governor OMalley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA seem to
have lost that accomplishment.

No environmental harm would be done by allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of
the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management Tool. For decades, the
regulatory and scientific community have told farmers not to worry about applications of
phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil was moved, the phosphorus would not
move. That thinking has changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their
phosphorus content. Phosphorus levels in soils and water were achieved over decades
and will not be correct for decades, even if this new regulation changes manure
apphcation procedures in 2015. An orderly phase-in will allow the agricultural
community to adjust and make required changes. Waiting a few more years to aliow for
an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. We have seen firsthand
how difficult and time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a
Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and to think the conservation districts, the

" Universtty of Maryland Extension, and the private consultants can do enough side-by-
side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparison in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible.



As a Chicken Grower, our concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this
regulation is how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a
regulation that could cause such financial hardships on family farms when no meaningful
economic impact analysis have been done. This regulation as a chicken farm denies us
the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on our own crops. We
would have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure that we already own.
This will have a negative economic impact on us a chicken grower.

Also we would have a loss of income because we would not be able to sell our manure to
other farmers. Other Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with
manure removed from the farm without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean
the houses and transport the manure since the cleaning/transporting company may not be
able to see the manure to make a profit and cover the cost of cleaning/transporting.

It wili be the chicken growers' responsibility to transport the manure to the site even if the
MDA establishes the state storage sites which would create a cost for the chicken grower.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to
accept manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use
companies start operating, and nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon,
they might charge a disposal fee instead of buying manure or accepting it for free.

As a crop farmer our concerns about the implementation of this regulation is that it will
deny us the ability to use manure on our crops. We will have to buy commercial fertilizer
to replace chicken manure that we have been using. An added cost to the farmer.

Another thing that would raise the cost of farming. We would have to buy or rent
commercial fertilizer application equipment. If we hired a fertilizer applicator, we might
find that there are not enough applicators or equipment in the short fertilizer application
period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased demand in services will allow
these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher cost for the farmer again.

While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic
material in animal manure will help grow a larger crop. This will cause yields to
lessened due to the loss of organic material and micronutrients which will decrease the
farmers income.

Chicken Farmers and crop farmers will most likely have to alter their business plans in
ways that weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions requiring new
expenditures and capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their
potential yields.

As farmers we can see increased effects of drought on our crops as a result of losing
poultry litter's organic material that helps build up the soil's moisture retaining
capabilities.



There will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like us, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality once this
regulation is put into effect, as it appears will be and contrary to the wishes of many in
the agricultural community.

Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-in much as
the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period.
Tremendous harm will come to the State of Maryland without improving the
environment, without alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this
soon to be lost organic fertilizer. Please, slow this down!

Respectfully yours,
Brod £ Mg~
ool 8 ruphr

* Brad R. Murphy

Justin B. Murphy
Bellview Farms Inc.
Dorchester County, Rhodesdale, Md.
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Dear Secretary Hance: cf;‘-.-;.&”’

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have huge impacts on the state’s agricultural
cornmunity, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implementation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to
be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management
Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory community told farmers not
to worry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content. The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
" to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and
time consuming it was for Maryland CAFOQ farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible.

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms ‘

e Denicd the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on their own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

» Chicken growers who have been selling their manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,
thus a loss of income.

» Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned Wlth manure removed from the farm
without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of

cleaning/transporting. -



¢ Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

» Ifthe value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying mamure or accepting it for free.

Crop Farmers

* Denied the ability to use manure on theu crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

e Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

e Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.

» While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish.

¢ Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that -
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

¢ Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the
agricultural commumity, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-
in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, tremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment.

Respectfully yours,

A Louné Sk
é,«‘}/d/eﬁ@e. M‘D
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Dear Secretary Hance: (ﬁ?‘\

I am extremely concerned about the Maryland Department of Agriculture’s proposed regulation related
to the Phosphorus Management Tool _

My first fear is that the proposed regulation, which will have buge impacts on the state’s agricultural
community, is based on incomplete research. The University of Maryland researchers have stated that their
work is not done, yet the state is moving forward at breakneck speed for what appears to be political reasons.
Rather than being focused on how to support and improve the agricultural community, the department seems
more concerned with appeasing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. If the farming sector in Maryland
- was lagging in achieving Chesapeake Bay Watershed Implemeritation Plan goals, then perhaps enhanced efforts
would be needed, but as you have stated, we are at 130% of the goal. That’s an accomplishment that seems to
be lost on Governor O’Malley, the Maryland Department of Agriculture, and the EPA.

Allowing an extended and orderly phase-in of the implementation date of the Phosphorous Management -

Tool will cause no environmental harm. For decades, the scientific and regulatory comumunity told farmers not
to wotry about applications of phosphorus to the soil because unless the soil moved, the phosphorus would not
move. Recently, that thinking changed and farmers began applying manures based upon their phosphorus
content.  The phosphorus levels in soils and waters were achieved over decades and will not be corrected for
decades, even if this new regulation changes manure application procedures in 2015. Waiting a few more years
to allow for an orderly phase-in will not cause any harm to our environment. An orderly phase-in will allow the
agricultural community to adjust and make required changes. Additionally, we saw firsthand how difficult and

- time consuming it was for Maryland CAFO farmers to obtain a Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan and
to think the conservation districts, the University of Maryland Extension, and/or private consultants can do
enough side-by-side Phosphorus Site Index/Phosphorus Management Tool comparisons in 2014 to provide
valid results does not seem feasible. .

Here are some of my concerns about the near-immediate implementation of this regulation. First and
foremost, how can the Department of Agriculture even think about proposing a regulation that could cause such
financial hardships on farm families when no meaningful economic impact analysis has been done?

Chicken Farms

e Denied the ability to use manure, a locally produced organic fertilizer, on thexr own crops, some chicken
farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to replace chicken manure they already own. That will
have a negative economic impact on the chicken growers.

e Chicken growers who have been selling thezr manure to other farmers may no longer have customers,

' thus a loss of income.

¢ Chicken growers who have had their chicken houses cleaned with manure removed from the farm
‘without charge may now have to pay somebody to clean the houses and transport the manure since the
cleaning/transporting company may not be able to sell the manure to make a profit and cover the costs of

cleaning/transporting.



Even if the MDA establishes the state storage sites, it will be the chicken growers’ responsibility to
transport the manure to the site, possibly creating a cost for the chicken growers.

If the value of manure is lost, then alternative use companies might start charging a fee to accept
manure, much like a landfill charges for disposal. If any alternative use companies start operating, and
nothing of any magnitude appears to be on the horizon, they might charge a disposal fee instead of
buying manure or accepting it for free. ‘

Crop Farmers

Denied the ability to use manure on their crops, crop farmers will have to buy commercial fertilizer to
replace chicken manure that they have been using.

Crop farmers who have used manure and not commercial fertilizers may have to buy or rent commercial
fertilizer application equipment, thus raising their costs of doing business.

Crop farmers wanting to hire a fertilizer applicator might find that there are not enough applicators or
equipment in the short fertilizer application period to allow timely fertilizer applications. Increased
demand in services will allow these applicators to raise their fees, thus higher costs for crop farmers.
While commercial fertilizer will help a crop grow, the micronutrients and organic material in animal
manure will help grow a larger crop. If yields are lessened due to the loss of organic material and
micronutrients, then farmer income will diminish,

Crop farmers and chicken farmers alike will most likely have to alter their business plans in ways that
weaken their ability to withstand adverse growing conditions and/or markets — requiring new
expenditures/capital purchases while at the same time artificially reducing their potential yields.

Crop farmers could see increased effects of drought on their crops as a result of losing poultry litter’s
organic material that helps build up the soil’s moisture retaining capabilities.

Once this regulation is in effect, as it appears it will be and contrary to the wishes of many in the

agricultural community, there will be many negative effects to the farming community, individuals like me, and
the entire state of Maryland without noticeable improvements in water quality.

Please, slow this down. Allow the scientific research to be completed and then allow an orderly phase-

in much as the game-changing Water Quality Improvement Act of 1998 allowed a phase-in period. Without
alternative uses of manure and cost effective replacements for this soon-to-be lost organic fertilizer, fremendous
harm will come to the state of Maryland without improving the environment,

Respectfully yours,
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